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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 
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Art Unit: 2166 

DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . The amendment filed 8/2/2007 has been entered. Claims 1 , 1 1 and 22 
have been amended. No claims have been added or cancelled. Accordingly, 
claims 1-32 are pending in this office action. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 
148 USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for 
determining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at 
issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over US 20020120918 (hereinafter Aizenbud) in view of US 6732153 (hereinafter 

Jakob). 
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As for claim 1 : Aizenbud discloses: providing the message wherein the 
message is crafted in a natural language (See paragraph 0054"input message"); 
configuring a review standard for reviewing linguistic aspects of the natural 
language used in crafting the message (See paragraph 0054 note: the message 
processing nodes); and revising the message to address the errors (See 
paragraph 0054 note: processing nodes can reformat the message). 
While Aizenbud does not differ substantially from the claimed invention the 
disclosure of displaying any errors that are detected concurrently with the 
message, reviewing the message based on the review standard to detect errors 
is not necessarily explicit. Jakob however does disclose: displaying any errors 
that are detected concurrently with the message (See column 6 lines 59-65), 
reviewing the message based on the review standard to detect errors (See 
column 7 lines 45-50). It would have been obvious to an artisan of ordinary skill in 
the pertinent at the time the invention was made to have incorporated the 
teaching of Jakob into the system of Aizenbud. The modification would have 
been obvious because the two references are concerned with the solution to 
problem of messaging associated with computer program code, therefore there is 
an implicit motivation to combine these references. In other words, the ordinary 
skilled artisan, during his/her quest for a solution to the cited problem, would look . 
to the cited references at the time the invention was made. Consequently, the 
ordinary skilled artisan, would have been motivated to combine the cited 
references since Jakob's teaching would enable user in Aizenbud's system to 
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have had uniformity in any distributed environment (See Jakob column 1 line 65- 
column 2 line 2). 

As for claim 2, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and further 
Aizenbud discloses: wherein the providing comprises creating a new message 
(See paragraph 0055). 

As for claim 3, the rejection of claim 2 is incorporated, and further 
Aizenbud discloses: inputting text for the new message using a message 
creation interface (See paragraph 0055), designating whether the new message 
is an error message, a warning message, or an information message (See 
paragraph 0054); inputting an explanation and suggested user action using the 
message creation interface if the new message is an error message or a warning 
message (See paragraph 0054); assigning a unique identifier to the new 
message and sending a notification pertaining to the new message (See 
paragraph 0130). 

As for claim 4, the rejection of claim 4 is incorporated, and further 
Aizenbud discloses: displaying the computer program code associated with the 
new message concurrently with the text for the new message (See paragraph 
0091). 
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As for claim 5, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and further 
Aizenbud discloses: wherein the providing comprises an existing message (See 
paragraph 0090). 

As for claim 6, the rejection of claim 5 is incorporated, and further 
Aizenbud discloses: inputting a unique identifier corresponding to the existing 
message (0130); obtaining the existing message based on the unique identifier 
(See paragraph 0130); displaying the existing message in a message edit 
interface (See paragraph 0090), editing the existing message in the message 
edit interface (See paragraph 0090); and sending a notification pertaining to the 
edited existing message (See paragraph 0090 note: update). 

As for claim 7, the rejection of claim 6 is incorporated, and further 
Aizenbud discloses: displaying the computer program code associated with 
existing message concurrently with the existing message (See paragraph 0091 
note: programmer is stepping through the code with the message). 

As for claim 8, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and further 
Aizenbud discloses: wherein the configuring comprises designating a saved 
resource containing message review parameters for ascertaining a structure of a 
message (See paragraph 0078). 
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As for claim 9, the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and further Jakob 
discloses: wherein the configuring comprises manually designating message 
review parameters (See column 6 lines 44-50). 

As for claim 10, the rejection of claim 1 and further Aizenbud discloses: 
wherein the message and the errors are displayed concurrently with the 
computer program code associated with the message (See paragraph 0091). 

Claims 1 1-20 are computerized system claims corresponding to method 
claims 1-10 respectively and are thus rejected for the same reasons as set forth 
in the rejections of claims 1-10. 

As for claim.21 , the rejection of claim 1 1 is incorporated, and further 
Jackob discloses: wherein the message and the errors are displayed 
concurrently (See column 1 1 lines 38-45 note: the message has to be displayed 
in order to edit it). 

Claims 22-32 are program product claims corresponding to computerized 
system claims 1 1-21 respectively and are thus rejected for the same reasons as 
set forth in the rejections of claims 11-21. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 8/2/2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues: 

Consequently, consideration for a review standard of a coded message 
cannot be the same as that for a message written in natural language. To this 
extent, the review standard for a message written in natural language is based 
on "...linguistic aspects of the natural language used in crafting the message..." 
and not logic of the codes of machine language used in crafting Aizenbud's 
message. To this extent the message in Aizenbud is that which is configured for 
communication between machines integrated through a computer system where 
the input message may be defined as "information unit that the system sends 
back to the user to system operator with information about the status of an 
operation, an error, or other condition. In contrast, the claimed message is that 
which may be defined as "a short piece of information that you give to a person 
when you cannot speak to them directly. As such the coded message in 
Aizernbud is not an equivalent of the clamed invention because the consideration 
for review is based on linguistics of human language and not machine language. 
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Examiner responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. During patent examination, the pending 
claims must be 'given the broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the 
specification.' Applicant always has the opportunity to amend the claims during 
prosecution and broad interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that 
the claim, once issued, will be interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re 
Prater, 162 USPQ 541,550-51 (CCPA 1969). While applicant's makes a sound 
argument about how the message in Azinebud differs from the claimed 
messages, applicant's arguments are simply not reflected in the claims 
themselves. The claims require providing the message, configuring a review 
standard for reviewing linguistic aspects of the message; reviewing the message 
based on the review standard to detect error; displaying any errors that are 
detected concurrently with the message; and revising the message to address 
the errors. Applicant also states in the preamble that an intended use is for 
delivering the message to a end user during execution of a computer program 
code. Applicant has added the limitation linguistic aspects, but linguistic aspect 
are simply aspects relating to language (See Merriam Webster definition of 
linguistic), thus the review standard is still simply for reviewing the language of 
the message. 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Leon J. Harper whose telephone number is 
571-272-0759. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30AM - 4:00Pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Hosain T. Alam can be reached on 571-272-3978. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Leon J. Harper 
October 13, 2007 



HOSAIN ALAM 
*' tPGRVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



